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At the core of how societies operate, lies social interaction. Organizations as significant social bodies rely on social interaction both to get things done in order to remain sustainable and to also impart a contribution to the wider society. Understanding the dynamics of social interactions in the way social agents and social action take place through the lens of social practice theory could yield powerful insights both about practices of socialization as well as, the socialization of practices. They fundamentally reveal the tensions that such interactions expose and the dynamics in negotiating individual and collective priorities. 
Design/methodology/approach:
The paper presents a conceptual approach on the links to be established between practice and socialization.
Findings:
In this paper we focus on how a practice perspective provides us valuable insights about how social agents get things done in organizations.
Research limitations/implications for research, practice and/or society:
This paper is linked with other papers in this issue where the dynamics in negotiating individual and collective priorities reveal the tensions that such interactions expose (‘transaction’). This paper provides a useful foundation for examining why organization practices tend to have an institutional character. This issue reveals new possibilities for appreciating the emergent nature of socialization both as a practice and a process striving towards institutionalization. 
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Few terms in Organizational Science have caused more confusion as the term practice. Frequently employed to describe the world of business practitioners and what they do, practice is just as frequently juxtaposed to theory almost as if it is its antonym. Hence, practice is often a means of legitimizing the idea of usefulness of theory in a weak version of pragmatism (which takes material success as the criterion of judgment). ‘Practice’ in this sense is presented as ‘material’, ‘realization’ in a ‘vulgar’ understanding where ‘practice’ is often used instead of ‘concrete’. 

Whether the notion of ‘practice’ is used on a theoretical level (e.g., in organization behavior or with organizational techniques) or helping us qualify an organizational configuration (e.g. with the notion of ‘community of practice’), there is a need to explicate further the meanings that practice as a concept affords. As is the case with other notions like knowledge, learning, change, practice in Organization Science, takes a specific meaning because of the organizational aspect it seeks to represent, while it also keeps meanings from the field of origin (in the case of ‘practice’ from Philosophy and Sociology). In this sense, a practice is at the same time a ‘state’ and a ‘stream’, ‘organization’ and ‘organizing’.

Mindful of the challenges that the notion of practice presents it is not the intention of this paper to provide a review of the literature accounting for the foundations of practice both as a concept and a phenonomenon. This has been done elsewhere (see Antonacopoulou, 2007, 2008; Gherardi, 2006). Instead, our objective is to use practice as a lens for exploring socialization as an integral part of social interaction. In doing so, we will seek to further explicate how practices become socialized and institutionalized. Of particular interest to us is the way this process of institutionalization provides insights about how tensions like heteronomy and autonomy, stability and change in organizing arrangement are to be engaged with.

In essence, practice is an entry to how things get done in organizations. This orientation opens the path to a substantialist theory of organization where ‘practices’ could be considered as the ‘substance’ of an organization in terms of the possibilities it reveals. Understanding practice thus, enables us to engage with the dynamics of organizing on a number of levels -: intra-organizational dynamics as well as, what happens in and with other organizations (inter-organizational) according to an institutional environment (supra-organizational). 

This paper discusses these issues and aims to set the scene for the way practices of socialization are discussed by subsequent papers in the thematic issue mainly devoted to ‘practices” – staff induction practices. We begin by exploring processes of institutionalization. This provides a useful foundation for examining why organization practices tend to have an institutional character. We problematize these conceptualizations of practice and open up the space to appreciate that even socialization practices founded on the principles of institutionalization leave room for heteronomy and self-expression through the judgements practitioners make when performing organizational practices. These issues reveal new possibilities for appreciating the emergent nature of socialization both as a practice and a process striving towards institutionalization. 

Socialization and Institutionalization
Socialisation and institutionalization present two fundamental processes shaping human interaction in organizing arrangements. As we note in the review of the literature on socialization (see Antonacopoulou & Guettel, 2010) is different from the life forms in societies. It is the way through which agents are connected in a given social body. It is why socialization takes specific meaning in organizations because of its teleonomic substance: things are to be achieved (and not only to be ‘lived’). In this paper we draw attention to institutionalization both so that we can dististinguish it from socialization, as well as so that we can appreciate why institutionalization is often inherent in the character of organizational practices. 

Our point of departure in articulating what is institutionalization is to suggest simply that it has to do with the way through which institutions appear and change. This prompts us to also acknowledge that institutionalization is different from social life in institutions and institutionalization does not always preempt an institution. For example, the banking system is an institution (we often speak about financial institutions for the banking system) as well as capitalism, A specific bank is one of their manifestation in concreto, as well as an organization. 

These basic distinctions enable us to appreciate that there are various forms of institutionalization subject to the ends to which it is directed. For example institutionalization is commonly understood as the process of giving common principles to something intended to provide some stability for public life. Rightfully perhaps some argue that institutionalization should be first considered as a process of foundation, a foundation made according to ‘laws’ so that common rules should be applicable to social agents (cf. Max Weber’s ‘rational legal’, 1971 or L. Boltanski & L. Thévenot’s ‘convention’, 1991). Institutionalization in this respect is to be understood both as being sociological as well as political; linked to the process of foundation and the public life. 

At the same time, institutionalization is organizing a human collectivity according to a superior goal, a collectivity where individuals accept or are submitted to a common authority. The institution can be considered as its materialization and is characterized by legal modalities and a mission according to human, technical and financial means. It is how ‘institutions’ differ from ‘organizations’. Organizations belong to the private sphere according to numerous contingencies. Contingencies are key issues in organizations, not in institutions. It is why neo-institutionalist authors (Geertz, 1973, Berger & Luckman, 1966, Meyer & Rowan, 1978, Zucker, 1991, DiMaggio & Powell, 1991, etc.) link explicitely ‘institutions’ and ‘socialization’, the links between ‘organizations’ and ‘socialization’ being considered as more loosely coupled. It is also why an institutional dimension corresponds to each physical place of sociality. The domectic institution is corresponding to lodging, the school to education, etc. Institution is then the place where uses and rules are linked according to a common finality. 

From an anthropological understanding (cf. Douglas, 1986) institution is the answer addressed to heteronomeous aspects considered as a same set. It is why, from an anthropological perspective, the institution (as well as for Politics) is considered as being public. Institutions appear when there are no more questions about their origins. This conception is broader than J. Meyer & B. Rowan’ vision (1978) when they characterize the institution by the existence of symbolic rites used to build a pace (or an anthropological trace) through time. An institution is a set of rules considered as an explicit compromise among agents to stabilize their social relations. 

This latter point also reminds us that institutionalization is an inscription of social forms into preexisting norms so that they become autonomous to social relations. It is for example the case today with economic relations in dominant representation of today’s social agents who give them such a predominant importance. Under an institutionalist angle, economic relations exist without this importance. 

Taken together, these various interpretations of institutionalization reveal the various aspects of the phenomenon. For example, the regulatory aspect (with rules and sanctions), the normative aspect (which creates duties) and the cognitive aspect (which determines the way of considering things) of institutionalization are better taken together if we are to also appreciate institutionalization on a number of different levels: Intra-organizational, inter-organizational and supra-organizational. The intra-organizational level of the institutionalization is preoccupied with the theme of organizational practices. The inter-organizational level of the institutionalization would be akin to the self-institutionalization of the organization, where ‘private’ standards of the organization being considered as legitimate in the public space such as for example would be the case with quality standards. At the same time however, this institutionalization is also an understanding of a relational logic in and with organization(s) which is neither that of the hierarchy, nor that of the coordination but that of the association, the cooperation, the collaboration. Finally at the supra-organizational level is the institution strictly speaking.

These dimentions, aspects and levels of instutionalization are made in an attempt to provide the outlines of the notion of ‘practice’ in Organization Science and to estimate the consequences of its use in this field, well beyond the renewal of an organizational determinism. We discuss this in the next section.

Dynamics of Organisation Practice: Beyond Institutionalizing Practices
Practice theory has a long and fascinating history that can be traced in a number of philosophical perspectives (from Heidegger, through to Wittgenstein) as much as recent sociological theories (including the ideas of Bourdieu, 1977 and Giddens, 1984) and methodological approaches (ranging from Garfinkel’s Ethnomethodology 1967, to Schutz’s Phenomenology of the Social, 1932). The richness of the concept of practice is both its strength in opening up a myriad of possibilities. At the same time, it is one of the reasons it does not enjoy a clear and succinct set of principles. Practice can mean many things at the same time; including: actions, activities, language and symbols, modes of knowing and social context to name but a few (see Antonacopoulou, 2008 for an overview of definitions and dimensions). 

At first, the notion of practice could be positioned towards that of rationality (for example with its normative aspect of ‘best practice’) and in front of the figure of the practitioner. It could then be put into perspective according to its ‘organizational life’ (a practice is always contextualized as well as in action). Quoting the notion of practice means to focus on action, (which is in duality with theory focused on knowledge). In Organization Science, it is also raising the question of the link between the two sides of the judgment, the judgment of existence and the value judgment. But no rationality could not exist without referring to ‘institutionalizing characters’ among which that of the ‘practitioner’ is privileged even though they cannot exist without other characters (the theorist for example, but also the engineer, the professional). Making reference to ‘practice’ in Organization Science, is referring to practitioners and can also be used to build the anthropology of an organizational agent without reducing him/her to under-conceptualized ‘protocols’.

Essentially, a practice perspective can support our efforts to make sense of social complexity as it reflects the powerful dynamics as social forces transact with each other negotiating order in the midst of chaos. This view is consistent with wider calls in social sciences in general (Emirbayer, 1997), for a relational analysis of action as not the product of inter-actions, but action as emanating from trans-action where the relations and the entities creating these actions are not isolated but are seen to co-evolve in ongoing negotiation as constitutive of each other and of the possibilities their interrelationships can create. 

Seen this way, practice provides an important foundation for exploring the tensions inherent in social interaction providing access to the practical judgements (phronesis) that organizational agents engage in amidst participating in the performance of organizational practices. Tensions embedded in practices and their performance in turn reveal aspects of domination - domination exercised through a practice in the daily behavior of an organizational agent, domination legitimized because it is embedded into organizations and societies. 

This link between organizational practice and domination can be explicated further by revisiting the three dimensions of institutionalization. The intra-organizational institutionalization, of micro-organizational nature, is keeping the notion of practice close to the notion of process. The inter-organizational institutionalization, of meso-organizational nature, is emphasizing the isomorphic dimension of the organizational functioning. The supra-organizational institutionalization, at a macro level, is referring to the institution stricto sensu and is emphasizing the importance of institutional standards (i.e. the allomorphic perspective of the organizational life). The institutionalization related with organizational practices comes from a synchronization among these three levels. 

But it is also the case with another notion, that of ‘stabilization’ (Gherardi & Perotta, 2007), which must be distinguished from the institutionalization. Stabilization is here of organizational order. The Practice-based view in Organization Science is often implicitely referring to this duality ‘stabilization – institutionalization’ as far as this conception is putting to the fore the link between ‘practical realities’ and their symbolic efficiency through the stories told about them.

Adopting a dynamic view of practice shifts the focus beyond processes of institutionalisation and towards an active engagement with the contributing forces that affect the evolution of practice (Antonacopoulou 2008). Central to the evolution of practice are the various aspects constitutive of a practice (Antonacopoulou, 2007). The core aspects of a practice include: the Practitioners involved and their characteristics beyond simply accounting for their behaviours. Their beliefs and assumptions are also manifested in their reportable attitudes and their Phronesis – practical judgments. The practical judgments practitioners exercise in relation to a practice reveal some of the underlying Principles and core values that govern a practice. These principles also need to be seen in relation to the intentions that inform their practice, the competing priorities practitioners may seek to address and mindful of the internal conflict they may experience as they define the Purpose of their practice and the ends they aspire to reach. The principles and purpose of a practice are deeply routed in the rules, routines, activities and actions that govern the Procedures underlying the way a practice is organized. These procedures are contextually specific and they are reflective of the cultural and social conditions that shape the space a practice occupies in the Place in which it is performed. No space exists however, devoid of the socio-historical dimensions that define the time boundaries, in terms of the Past, Present and Potential future projections regarding the ways a practice is performed. These aspects of practice (the 9 Ps of practice) and the Patterns of connection between them reflect the intra-practice dynamics that along with inter-practice dynamics influence the Pace (degree of momentum or inertia) with which a practice evolves (balancing the coexistence of stability and change) as well as, the Promise it entails to deliver particular outcomes. Taken together the 12 Ps of reconfiguring practice define the character of the practice in the way it is performed. These various aspects of practice are intimately connected and shape both the nature of the practice and how it evolvs and reconfigures. Figure 1 presents diagrammatically the various aspects of practice and their connectivity outlining also the type of questions these connections invite scholars to ask about organizational practices.

Please insert Figure 1 about here

Accounting for these various aspects of research practice extends beyond simply a description of what practitioners do. All these aspects of practice reflect how practitioners embody their practices in the way they are engaged in performing them. In other words, all these aspects reveal what practitioners care about, what matters to them based on the standards that they set and the choices they make in selecting among the variety of possibilities that are available to them. Such possibilities they also create in the way they respond to the tensions that intra- and inter-practice dynamics may create. The frequent tension between heteronomy and autonomy is one example of inter-practice dynamics. Practitioners work with these tensions guided as much by a set of implicit and explicit rules as they are guided by their own judgements and the choices they make. We discuss the intimate relationship between practice and practitioners in more detail next.

Practice, Practitioners and Phronesis
For practitioners learning the art of performing organizational practices is a demanding endeavour enriched by a multitude of complex emotional, cognitive, social and political considerations. These considerations present different possibilities both about the way a practice ought to be engaged with as well as, how different performances of a practice may be evaluated as acceptable or unacceptable. For example, figuring out how one fits in a particular social context, which is central to socialization practice, is a highly political process of weighing different clues as much as determining what one is prepared to accept or not. In essence, organizational practices are engaged with by practitioners in their own terms, which means that they contribute to the socialization of practices as much as the practices themselves and their performance may socialize/condition them to particular ways of doing things.

This appreciation demands that we unpack further the intimate connection between practitioners and the way they engage with organization practices as this will yield further insights about the multiplicity of performances of any given practice at any particular point in time. Our starting point therefore, needs to be that practitioners never perform any organizational practice in exactly the same way precisely because, they respond to local and situated conditions, which change over time and space. Such conditions challenge practitioners fundamentally in recognising instances where mis-practice and mal-practice also emerge. Inconsistencies in the way research practices are performed are unavoidably created as different social, economic, political and ethical forces shape not only what practitioners do, but also how they do what we do and why they do what they do in the ways they do these. Therefore, the relationship between practitioners and their practice is an intimate process of negotiating not simply the choices among the alternatives they entertain, but also an expression of the character of performance of their practice (Corvellec, 1997). This means that the character of performance is also the unfolding process of development recounting the accomplishments in capability development through trying things out. The ongoing experimentation which underpins the choices practitioners make has the potential not only to influence how the practice is performed for how a practice is formed and transformed.

In essence, practitioners make their practice what it is, by virtue of what they do, which is part of who they are. The variety of performances of any given organizational practice is a reminder that the distinctiveness of any particular performance is not least due to the energy, vision, passion and personality as well as, commitment in relation to the intentions, actions, values and assumptions, learning and knowing that practitioners individually and collectively bring to their practice and the process of performing it. All these issues influence the distinctiveness of practices and contribute to the character of performance with which the practice is embodied and enacted. Therefore, attributing the character of the performance of an organizational practice to a practitioner’s identity would not do justice to the multiple aspects of the practitioner, nor would it provide sufficient explanations if their practice was only examined in relation to what they do. It is when we combine all these multiple arrays of practice and practitioners that we come closer to appreciating the social complexity that practices entail.

The intimate connection between the practitioner and their practice is critical as it widens the possibilities to appreciate both multiple performances of the same practice by the same actor and across actors. This also sensitises us to the challenge of both understanding the practice through the practitioners but without falling into the trap of tautologically limiting a practice to either a single performance nor to a single practitioner. This means that practitioners shape organisational practices by virtue of who we are given the choices they make when performing different aspects of the practice that also reveals the collective identity they seek to maintain. 

Seen through this stance, we come to appreciate that even if institutionalized or standardized organizational practices still entail space for change in the way they are performed. Key to achieving this change are the intentions and practical judgments that are central in the practise of practice. Intentions and judgments in turn, lie at the core of our knowledge how to act ethically, morally, in socially acceptable ways and for the common good. This kind of knowledge is what Aristotle referred to as Phronesis (practical judgment, prudence, wisdom) (McIntyre, 1985) a notion to be differentiated from Metis (cunning way of confrontation to situations).

Phronesis presents a relational mode of knowing that is founded on virtues and standards of excellence that are pursued on the way to perfection. In other words, phronesis is about the knowledge that defines the way practitioners formulate their intensions and the course of action for achieving these intensions. It reflects the standards they seek to reach and their engagement with organizational practices as they strive to perform it better and better in response to a range of forces that influence their choices. This perceptiveness towards improvement and perfection of what they do in performing organizational practice also indicates what practitioners choose to bring closer to their focus of attention. This means that the issues practitioners need to attend to in performing their practice are never a simple array of activities and actions. Instead, they entail as argued in the previous section an array of intra and inter-practice dynamics in the potential tensions and inconsistencies in various aspects that constitute a practice. The dynamics between practitioners’ intentions and the tensions these reveal in the competing priorities they expose (what has been referred to elsewhere as in-tension) form the basis of transforming tensions into ex-tensions (Antonacopoulou, 2008). Extensions of a practice are possible when practical judgments bring into focus additional issues previously ignored. Practitioners cannot give to all issues the same degree of attention. They may ignore issues that lie outside their current orientation, wave length, attention span or simply their preferred focus. In short, by acknowledging the importance of what practitioners chose to draw attention to, how this affects their intentions it is possible to acknowledge more clearly the tensions that these generate. By acknowledging the tensions and how these in turn, can be transformed into new possibilities practitioners extend the spectrum of opportunities and challenges that shape how organizational practices evolve. 

Taken together these issues provide a basis for extending our understanding of the dynamic nature of organization practices where the attention is not only on the way practices form the basis of socialization and institutionalization of the way things are done. Instead, there is also scope for acknowledging the ways in which practitioners socialize practices by virtue of their choices, judgements and their personal qualities that have the potential to shape their distinctive character in the way organizational practices are performed. We explore the implications of this orientation for the way we understand professionalization in the section that follows.

Towards a renewed understanding of professionalization
Considering the analysis in the previous sessions we are mindful that central to socialization of a practice is the development not only of the practice itself but also the practitioners. In this last section we take another look at the implications of our analysis for the professional identities practitioners may acquire in performing particular practices. We consider professionalization (beyond institutionalization) to be another key end to which the socialization inherent in organization practice typically sets out to achieve. In this respect we explore the implications of the dynamic view of practice we developed in previous sections for the professional.

If a practitioner is a person having the mastery of his/her practice and of the use of practical means, then when reference is made to a practitioner, the accent is put on the metis and on the phronesis (as discussed in the previous section). The practitioner is mastering an art to do things. Knowledge, know-how and how to behave (which are also constituents of the figure of the professional) are merged, but with an emphasis on the circumstances of their use. That is why, towards these three constituents, a professional tends to be ‘assessed’ in relation to competences than to practices. For example, with the engineer, we emphasize specific professional skills, i.e. a body of knowledge and a know-how more than the experience. By difference, the theorist is a person who is studying theory, ideas, concepts in his/her domain (by difference with the practitioner), but he/she is also a person defending principles of a scientific doctrine. The scholar is someone who ‘knows a lot’ and/or someone practising a science. The scholar is professionally dedicated to the study and to the development of a science. He/she should be distinguished from the artist, from the ‘man of letters’, from the theorist and the business practitioner. Considering someone as a practitioner is quoting specific aspects taking an understanding according to the notion of practice where phronesis is considered as a central aspect.

The word ‘professional’ is indicating a social link constitutive of an identity, which is a determined characteristic (the profession of the father and of the mother for a child, for example). But it is also an activity paid to earn one’s living, to qualify a social position (the accounting profession), quite as a group of persons exercising the same profession (accountants, for example). Referring to a profession has today induced the development of a Sociology of professions (Dubar & Tripier, 1998). This Sociology is taking into account a mix between a professional logic (which is built around the notion of capabilities and knowledge) and an institutional logic (which is related with the genesis, the diffusion, the application and the transformation of a related body of knowledge). The profession is a group among others, particularly in front of the group built by practitioners (professionals ‘in action’). But it is also a factor of identification for an individual in a group with the idea of construction of a ‘professional membership’. If references to a profession contain the idea of identification, it also means that something happens between a ‘profession’ (a ‘state’) and a professionalization (a process of socialization, identification, where ‘desires’ and ‘motivations’ are important). 

Dubar and Tripier (1998) give four meanings to the term ‘profession’. It is an essential statement of a professional identity (interactionnist perspective between the identity of the self and identity of the others), a job (a professional qualification in a functionnalist perspective), a profession stricto sensu (a professional specialization in a functionalist perspective too) and a function (relative to a professional position, to a role, in a situationist perspective). References made to ‘professionals’ are essential for the professionalism considered as an ideology, particularly according to expertise.

From an organizational perspective, a professional is considered as being capable of reaching objectives because of initiatives professionals will take despite the relative absence of certain means and/or the incompletude of rules. A professional is mastering a specialized and formalized knowledge mobilized through the use of his/her faculty to judge, faculty which is the frame of judgment towards formalized methods (and protocols) and which is also establishing barriers of entry into the profession. And professionals are constituents of a corporate body according to a guaranteed knowledge, an adequate training, and also according to required protocols and an applied Ethics. The process of formalization of a specialized knowledge, education (which is also including the use of protocols) and their use in action build the practical dimension of a profession. As such, the theorist, the engineer and the business practitioner are professionals. 

The distinction ‘practitioner – professional’ is particularly interesting as far as it emphasizes the aspect ‘action’ inherent to the notion of ‘practice’. The link established between the notion of practice and the character of being a practitioner is raising the question to know what (or who) steers what (or who)? In responding to such a question we expose again the organizational tension between autonomy and heteronomy. If it is the practitioner, we should emphasize the categories of power and authority (and then autonomy). It will often be the case with studies centred on the figure of the entrepreneur considered as the person who is going to induce the practices in the company. If we emphasize the notion of practice, the institutionalization of practices will then be the key reference (and then the heteronomy). The two milestones of this duality open the field to a mix with variable dosages according to circumstances.

What this analysis sensitizes us towards, is the way professionalization and the governing body of knowledge it seeks to represent contribute to the way organizational practices are configured to support both explicitly and implicitly the socialization of organizational agents. This body of knowledge that often underpins the configuration of professional identities is intimately connected to norms, whether it is a common knowledge for organizational agents (a common body of knowledge) and a specialized knowledge linkable to a given professional community (a specialized body of knowledge). Interestingly, one also notes that the use of such body of knowledge enables the professional to exhibit abilities (power to be able to do something), capacities (potential allowing to make something) and capabilities (potential to achieve objectives, this notion being linked to a teleological perspective). It is also necessary to mention the ‘skills’, which indicate the capacity to mobilize the ‘good’ attitude (in terms of knowledge, know-how and how to be) at the right time, at the right place. These notions possess a human dimension of individual nature, an artificial dimension (attributable to artefacts, information systems included) as well as an organizational dimension. It is the notion of capability which is today the most used, particularly in its organizational dimensions to express the idea of a connection ‘organizational structure - organizational culture - capacity to realize objectives’. The capability would be what is allowing to absorb the aleas of the daily life, to continue to follow its own way. Organizational agents are then considered as ‘valid’ sources of knowing. 

Conclusion
This paper sets out the foundation for a dynamic practice perspective that extends the dominant practice orientation in Organization Science. This dynamic perspective is founded on principles of emergence where interaction between social actors is understood as a series of tensions between competing priorities which are constantly being negotiated. From this perspective practices too need to be seen in such dynamic terms and as reflecting the way social actions seek to address the tensions they experience in the way they perform such organizational practices. Fundamentally however, the importance of drawing attention on the performance of practice is to also acknowledge contrary to the dominant view in Organization Science, that social actors – practitioners are not necessarily subjugated by the insititutional character of the organizational practices they perform. 
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